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Abstract 
The way people are finding love in today’s society is changing rapidly. The development of 
dating applications is making dating a faster and more controllable process. But online dating 
might also have its pitfalls. Someone may look like the perfect match online, but when you 
meet the person in real-life, there is simply no ‘chemistry’. To test the importance of face-to-
face dating, we have conducted a real-life dating experiment. This study considers sexual 
attraction as a factor that may predict willingness to date again in the future. Also, 
physiological synchrony between two people on a first date was measured via heart rate, skin 
conductance and pupil dilation. 
The experiment consisted of three interaction moments: first impression (3 seconds), first 
interaction (2 minutes), and second interaction (2 minutes). During the first and second 
interaction, participants were instructed to communicate either verbally, or nonverbally by 
maintaining eye contact. A total of 48 male/female dyads participated in the experiment. 
Results show no significant difference between the interaction moments. However, a 
significant difference between males and females was found, with males reporting higher 
ratings of sexual attraction. Furthermore, it was found that males’ and females’ physiology 
synchronised on all three measures. This indicates that shared attention leads to people being 
‘in sync’. Implications for future research as well as the practical applications of our findings 
will be discussed. 
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Introduction 
Finding love in today’s society has become very different from what generations used 
to remember. The amount of people who meet their partner via online dating has grown 
rapidly. In 2014, in the Netherlands, 13% of the relationships developed online. In 2003, this 
was still less than 2% (CBS, 2014). And with the up rise of dating apps like Tinder, the 
development of romantic relationships is also changing. What effect online dating will have 
on society and romantic relationships is still to be investigated.  
The internet created a new phenomenon- the possibility to construct a self-image 
(Siibak, 2009). Millions of people upload a new profile pictures, update their timeline post 
and comment in order to show the best versions of them to the outside world. Online 
applications allow people to find a potential partner based on these profiles before they even 
meet face-to-face. This makes dating a fast and more controllable process (Brooks, 2011). 
Heino, Ellison and Gibbs (2010) introduce the term ‘relationshopping’, indicating that the 
way of finding a romantic partner becomes more and more consumeristic. This new 
phenomenon may make it easier to find a date, but also has its shortcomings. In a dating 
world in which success can be determined by brief interactions, single people only have one 
moment to make a good impression. While someone may seem as a perfect match on Tinder, 
when we meet the person face-to-face, we feel nothing. Simply, there is no ‘click’ no ‘sexual 
chemistry’.   
In our research, we aim to show the important aspects of face-to-face dating and tap into the 
underlying mechanisms of human attraction.  
 
Human attraction 
To discover what it is people look for in a potential partner and if they can find this 
also online, we first need to define what factors determine human attraction. This topic has 
intrigued social scientists for decades. It has been well established that men value sexual 
access and physical attractiveness more when looking for a partner, whereas women find 
social status and the ability to require resources more important (Li, et al., 2013). But these 
sex differences become less evident when a distinction is made between long-term and short-
term relationship. When males and females are looking for a short-term relationship, they 
both place higher value on physical attractiveness.  
 
Online dating 
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A recent study by Taubert, van der Burg and Alais (2016) has shown that decisions 
about facial attractiveness are often biased by the attractiveness of the preceding face. People 
are more likely to rate a face as attractive when the previous one was attractive as well. This 
implies that users of dating apps such as Tinder, where this decision is the central feature, are 
less likely to make reliable judgements about attractiveness.  
A study by Ranzini and Lutz (2017) looked into the motives of Tinder users and 
attempted to find predictors of how people present themselves. Two models of self-
presentation were distinguished: authentic and deceptive. Since Tinder is a so-called 
‘location-based real-time dating’ app (LBRTD), people can get to know potential partners in 
the neighbourhood, making the threshold for meeting in real life lower. This means that 
motives for using might also be different than for ‘old-school’ dating websites as the 
connection between online and offline becomes stronger. Results of the study, with 497 dating 
app users participating, show that the main motives of women for using LBRTD apps are 
friendship and self-validation, whereas men are looking more for sex, travelling and 
relationship seeking. Self-esteem was found to be the most important predictor for Tinder use 
and self-presentation. Users with high self-esteem and the motive to seek for a relationship 
tend to be more authentic in presenting themselves, whereas the motives of sex and self-
validation significantly correlated with deceptive self-presentation. A likely explanation for 
this effect might be that users with high self-esteem feel more confident presenting their true 
selves. On the other hand, users with low self-esteem Furthermore, people who use Tinder to 
find a relationship have a long-term perspective, making the need for a deceptive self-
presentation less than users with the motives of sex or self-validation. 
 
Real-life dating 
A very recent study by Hall and Compton (2017) investigated physical attractiveness 
in a real-life interaction experiment. Physically attractive people are often thought to have 
more positive skills and traits than they actually have. In other words, the perceived 
correlation between attractiveness and other positive characteristics is bigger than the actual 
correlation. Physical attractiveness is often valued as one of the most important characteristics 
of a romantic partner, but so are for example emotional stability and self-esteem. However, 
these characteristics are unrelated to physical attractiveness. According to Interaction 
Appearance Theory (IAT), the perception of physical attractiveness is flexible, it can be 
influenced by information about other characteristics of the person, for example through 
interaction. However, this interaction could result in a discrepancy between physical and 
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social attractiveness.  IAT suggests that when this discrepancy is present, people tend to 
adjust physical attractiveness ratings based on the conversation. This means that a positive 
interaction can lead to a positive change in attractiveness ratings, but a negative experience 
can also negatively influence attractiveness. The study that was conducted tested this 
proposition by IAT. The experiment consisted of three experimental conditions. The first 
group of participants was asked to rate ten photos of opposite-sex individuals on a 10-point 
attraction scale, prior to the interaction. Their interaction partner would be on one of these 
photos. The second group was also asked to rate ten photos, however now their interaction 
partner was not included. The third group served as control condition and did not have to pre-
rate photos. Then, participants had a 10-minute conversation with another person. Afterwards, 
all groups of participants were asked to rate the ten photos again. The results of the study 
confirmed IAT. Post-ratings of physical attractiveness were influenced by impressions of the 
interaction partner during the conversation. This study emphasizes the importance of dating 
face-to-face; judging a potential romantic partner on a photo cannot predict how this person is 
perceived during a conversation and how attractive this person is rated after the conversation. 
But how can we physiologically measure whether two people are attracted to each 
other? Attraction measurement is often linked to arousal. People experience an increase in 
arousal when they are attracted to someone, but simultaneously they are perceived as more 
attractive when they express arousal. In other words, the synchrony between two dating 
partners’ physiological arousal may also reflect on the partner’s mutual attraction. This is also 
known as the ‘attraction-arousal effect’ (Lewandowski & Aron 2004). Apart from heart beat 
and galvanic skin response, recent years, pupil dilation has been used more often to assess 
arousal (Binetti, Harrison, Coutrot, Johnston & Mareschal, 2016). Making eye contact has 
always been a way in which humans show interest in another person. “Eye contact provides a 
nonverbal channel for communicating intentions, regulating interaction and expressing 
intimacy” (Binetti et al., 2016, p. 1). In their study, Binetti et al. (2016) link gaze duration to 
behaviour. They found that changes in pupil size are an indicator of preferred duration of eye 
contact, where pupil dilation is associated with longer periods of direct gaze. So, pupil 
dilation indicates desire for eye contact and thus greater interest in another person. 
Moreover, a study by Sato, Fujimura, Kochiyama and Suzuki (2013) showed that the 
majority of emotional information is communicated nonverbally, and that mimicry of this 
information forms the basis of emotional relationships.  
 
Physiological synchrony 
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The emotions that people experience are automatically reflected not only in facial 
expressions and body postures, but also physiological changes such as increased heartbeat, 
sweat and pupil dilation. These emotional signals are implicitly detected by our brain and 
body. For example, a study by Konvalinka et al. (2011) showed that in a Spanish fire-walking 
ritual, the arousal level of performers and that of related spectators synchronized. Arousal was 
assessed by measuring heart rate of the fire walkers and spectators who were either related to 
the performers or not. Results show that the arousal level of related spectators synchronised 
with that of the fire walkers. This was not the case for nonrelated spectators of the ritual, 
indicating that synchronised arousal may be an important aspect of shared group membership. 
This study quantifies theories about the importance of collective rituals for social cohesion by 
measuring physiological synchrony in a social context.  
Other research has shown that people who are in love mimic each other’s facial 
expressions and even synchronize their physiology and brain activity (Chatel-Goldman, 
Congedo, Jutten, & Schwartz, 2014). Furthermore, research has shown that autonomic 
coupling can even take place in a non-communicative situation, like watching a movie clip 
side-by-side. In other words: even in the absence of direct, face-to-face communication, two 
people are able to synchronise their autonomic responses to emotional stimuli (Golland, 
Arzouan & Levit-Binnun, 2015). Metaphorically speaking, just like musical instruments, 
human bodies and brains synchronize with each other.  
This was also shown in a real-life interaction study by Ferrer and Helm (2012). An 
experiment was conducted to measure physiological synchrony in romantic couples. The 
experiment consisted of three tasks: baseline, gazing and imitation. During the baseline task 
participants were instructed to relax for five minutes. During the gazing task, they had to 
maintain eye contact with each other for three minutes without making facial expressions or 
communicating in any other way. Finally, during the imitation task, participants were 
instructed to try to synchronize their physiology. Meanwhile, respiration and heart rate were 
measured. After the experiment, participants were asked to complete a daily questionnaire 
measuring affect for 90 days. The results of the study show that during the imitation task, both 
males and females adjusted their respiration to that of their partner. For heart rate, this 
adjustment was only seen in males. To see if these physiological dynamics also underlie the 
daily emotional dynamics, the results were linked to the couples’ behavioural patterns of 
affect. It appears that the way females adjusted their physiology to that of their partner, was 
similar to their daily changes in affect. This suggests that there might be a link between 
physiological dynamics and behavioural dynamics of individuals in a romantic relationship. 
What is the key to dating success? Investigating physiological synchrony in a real-life dating experiment 
7 
 
However, the authors point out their sample size was too small to make grounded statements 
about this. Furthermore, the synchrony in respiration might be due to the couples observing 
and mirroring their partners respiration pattern when they were instructed to synchronise their 
physiology. More research is needed to further investigate the dynamics of physiological 
synchrony and its implications.  
A more recent study by Kang and Wheatley (2017) investigated the link between 
pupillary synchrony and shared attention. An experiment was conducted to compare patterns 
of pupil dilation in speakers and listeners and ultimately reveal synchrony, or as the authors 
call it: ‘mental coupling’. They recorded video clips of 15 high and low expressive speakers 
who were asked to tell either positive or negative personal memories while being eye-tracked. 
Then, an independent group of 137 participants who were also eye-tracked, were asked to rate 
how likeable and engaging they found each speaker. Furthermore, participants were 
categorised into groups of high and low empathy, indicating a person’s ability to take on 
another person’s perspective. The results of the study show that the synchronisation of pupil 
dilations happened spontaneously and dynamically under conditions of shared attention. 
Shared attention between two people was reached when a listener’s pupils dilated (indicating 
higher attention) when a speaker was telling an emotionally salient detail (also indicating 
higher attention). Furthermore, it was shown that the dyads showing greatest pupillary 
synchrony consisted of expressive speakers and highly empathic listeners. These findings 
demonstrate that two minds that share attention are ‘in sync’ at a physiological level.  
A study by Hove and Risen (2009) suggests that it might also be possible that liking 
leads to synchrony, rather than synchrony leading to liking. In their research, the authors 
make an important distinction between behavioural mimicry and synchrony. They argue that 
the main difference between mimicry and synchrony is time. Mimicry of a certain behaviour 
often involves a time lag, usually of a few seconds, before the behaviour is seen in the 
mimicker. However, synchronised behaviours are matched in time. “Synchrony requires 
anticipating others’ behaviours to coordinate movement timing” (Hove & Risen, 2009, p. 
951). To test whether behavioural synchrony actually leads to more positive affiliation, they 
conducted three experiments that quantified and manipulated synchrony. In experiment 1, the 
extent to which the participants tapped their index finger in synchrony with the experimenter 
was tested after which affiliation ratings were filled out. The authors found that the degree of 
synchronised tapping indeed lead to the participants liking the experimenter more. In 
experiment 2, the experimenter would either tap synchronous to the participant, tap 
asynchronous to the participant or would not tap at all. This manipulation of synchrony lead 
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to the same results as in experiment 1; participants would like the experimenter more when he 
tapped in synchrony to the participant. Finally, experiment 3 tested if higher affiliation ratings 
were due to interpersonal synchrony rather than a general experience of synchrony. In the 
experiment, participants tapped synchronous to a visual moving target on a computer screen 
while sitting next to a non-tapping experimenter. The results showed that the affiliation 
ratings were higher when the participant had tapped synchronous to the experimenter instead 
of the visual target. In other words, the nature of the synchrony influenced affiliation ratings 
rather than only the experience of synchrony. These three experiments lead to the overall 
conclusion that the degree of interpersonal synchrony significantly predicted affiliation 
ratings.  
 
We propose that ‘sexual attraction’ might be a matter of synchrony between these 
nonverbal processes. Therefore, we will investigate whether nonverbal and verbal interaction 
have an impact on ratings of attractiveness.  
To test whether there is an effect of verbal and nonverbal interaction on the rating of 
attraction, we have conducted a speed dating experiment. This date consisted of three 
interaction moments; the first impression, a nonverbal interaction and a verbal interaction. In 
addition, nonverbal expressions will be measured with the use of state of the art equipment 
including eye-tracking glasses, cameras, muscle movement detectors and electrodes to 
measure participants’ emotional responses (heart rate, skin conductance and pupil dilation) 
throughout their first date.  
 
Hypotheses 
The experiment by Taubert, van der Burg and Alais (2016) found that users of dating 
apps are less likely to make reliable judgements about attractiveness, because their decisions 
about facial attractiveness are influenced by the attractiveness of the preceding face. 
Therefore, the first hypothesis that will be investigated is:  
H1: ‘Users of dating apps have higher expectations of their potential partner but make 
less accurate attractiveness judgements about the first impression’.  
 
In previous literature, we found that people looking for short-term relationships find physical 
attractiveness more important (Li et al., 2013). To see what determined (sexual) attraction in 
our dating experiment, the following hypotheses will be investigated: 
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H2: ‘The longer a person is single, the lower their expectations are, and the higher the 
ratings of attractions will be’. 
H3: ‘The more sexual partners a person has had, the lower their expectations are, and 
the lower the ratings of attractions will be’. 
H4: ‘The more sexual desire a person has, the more they are attracted to the potential 
partner’. 
 
In the article by Binetti et al. (2016), gaze duration was linked to behaviour. They found 
changes in pupil size as an indicator of preferred duration of eye contact. Pupil dilation was 
associated with longer periods of direct gaze, which indicated desire for eye contact and thus 
greater interest in another person. Based on these findings, the current study will test whether 
there is an effect of verbal and nonverbal interaction on the rating of attraction. Therefore, the 
fifth hypothesis is:  
H5: ‘The dyads whose first interaction is nonverbal, are more sexually attracted to the 
potential partner than the dyads whose first interaction is verbal.’ 
 
To test whether ratings of attraction would predict future willingness to date the other person 
again, the sixth hypothesis that will be tested in this study is: 
H6: ‘The higher the sexual attraction after the first impression, the more willing the 
person is to date again.’ 
 
Similar to the experiment that was conducted by Ferrer and Helm (2012), the current study 
will also address physiological synchrony. It is already known that romantic couples are able 
to synchronise their physiology, but is this effect also visible in two people who meet for the 
first time? Furthermore, Kang and Wheatley (2017) found that shared attention is 
characterised by physiological synchrony. Therefore, this study hypothesises that heart rate, 
skin conductance and pupil size will synchronise in a real-life dating experiment. 
H7: ‘Couples whose physiology synchronised, were more likely to be a match.’ 
 
Possible implications 
Apart from increasing our understanding of human mating behaviour, this research 
may bring applicable contribution to modern society. If we consider that the technology such 
as gaze measures, pupillometry and facial expression readers is already in place, it is only a 
matter of time before we will be able to apply these technologies. What effect these 
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developments may have on our society and romantic relationships is still to be seen. 
Hypothetically speaking, apart from matching people on the basis of their profiles and 
conversations, in the future, online applications may be able to predict whether people are 
good match also on the emotional/physiological level.  
 
Method 
Design 
The design of the study was both between and within groups. In the experiment, two 
participants formed a dyad (one male, one female) and had three interactions: first impression 
(three seconds, including a 30-second post-impression period), first interaction (two minutes) 
and second interaction (two minutes). The interactions were all proceeded with a 30-second 
baseline. The first and second interaction were counterbalanced verbal and nonverbal. In 
between the interactions, participants needed to fill out a questionnaire in which they rated 
their feelings and expectations about the dating partner. Eye tracking glasses measured gaze 
and pupil size, and skin conductance and heart rate were also measured. 
Independent variables. The independent variables that were used in this study were 
dating app use, number of months single, number of sexual partners and scores on the Sexual 
Desire Inventory (SDI). Furthermore, the type of interaction (verbal/nonverbal) was used as 
independent variable. The physiological variables that were used are heart rate, skin 
conductance and pupil size. These variables were measured at a nominal level within the 
subject. To assess synchrony, the female measure was used as a dependent variable whereas 
the male measure was used as independent variable. 
Control variables. In addition, various control variables will be measured. Firstly, 
social anxiety is an interval variable that was measured with the Liebowitz Social Anxiety 
Scale (LSAS). Secondly, affect is an interval variable that was measured with the Positive and 
Negative Affect Scale (PANAS). Thirdly, sexual desire was measured on interval level with 
the Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI). Also, whether the first interaction was verbal or nonverbal 
was used as a control variable. Lastly, alcohol level was measured prior to the experiment to 
control for possible effects.  
Counterbalancing. To control for alternative interpretations, it was counterbalanced 
whether the first interaction was verbal or nonverbal.   
Dependent variables. Various dependent variables were investigated in this study. 
First, accuracy of attractiveness judgement was calculated and used as dependent variable. 
Also, willingness to date again was measured at two different time points in the experiment: 
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after the first impression and at the end of the experiment after the second interaction. 
Furthermore, participants were asked to rate their partner at three different time points during 
the experiment: after the first impression, after the first interaction and at the end of the 
experiment after the second interaction. The partners had to be rated on several 
characteristics: attractiveness, humour, intelligence, trustworthiness, similarity, connection, 
sexual attractiveness and click. All these variables were measured at an interval level within 
subject and used as dependent variables. To measure synchrony between males’ and females’ 
physiology, the baseline-corrected, standardised variables of heart rate, skin conductance and 
pupil dilation of females were used as dependent variables whereas the males’ physiology was 
compared to this as independent variable. 
 
Participants 
A total of 96 participants, 48 dyads, participated in the experiment. Participants were 
recruited in person during the events. Other recruitment strategies that were used were posters 
in the Social Sciences building of Leiden University, the USC sports centre in Leiden and on 
Facebook.   
Inclusion and exclusion criteria. To ensure all participants were suitable to 
participate in the experiment, some inclusion and exclusion criteria were taken into account. 
First of all, participants had to be between 18 and 35 years old because otherwise the age 
difference between two partners would become too large decreasing the chance of dating 
success. Reasonably, participants were required to be single. Male-female dyads were formed, 
meaning that gender was distributed equally. Furthermore, participants were not allowed to 
have consumed more than 1.0 promille alcohol, because this would intervene with the 
physiological measures. Participants were required to have normal vision or corrected vision 
by contact lenses because wearing glasses and the eye tracking glasses simultaneously was 
not possible. Furthermore, participants had no current or former psychological illness and 
used no medication or psychological treatment. Also, eye makeup had to be removed to allow 
for the eye tracking glasses to have as little error as possible. For measuring heart rate, 
electrodes in the form of stickers had to be attached to the chest area, so male participants 
with chest hair were shaved on the area where the sticker would be placed.  
Demographics.  The mean age of the participants was 24.4 years old (SD = 4.4). 
Gender was equally divided with 50 % males and 50 % females. 95.8 % of the participants 
had the Dutch nationality, whereas 4.2 % specified their nationality as ‘other’. The majority of 
the participants was higher educated (75.8%).  
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Compensation. Given the fact that the experiments were conducted at large events, no 
monetary compensation could be given. However, at the Night of Arts and Sciences in 
Leiden, if participants had signed up for the experiment beforehand, they could receive a 
compensation for their entry ticket.  
Ethics. The research was on beforehand approved by the Ethics Committee 
Psychology. Given that the research would be conducted at events, it also was approved by 
the science department of Lowlands festival and of the Night of Arts and Sciences. The 
research was conducted in accordance with the applicable laws and guidelines.  
 
Procedure 
First, the participants were instructed about the experiment and asked to sign the 
informed consent form. Secondly, the alcohol level was measured and if that was below 1.0 
promille, stickers to measure heart rate and skin conductance during the experiment were 
applied on the body. Then, several questionnaires had to be filled out: the LSAS, the PANAS 
and the SDI. Thereafter, the eye tracking glasses were calibrated.  
Both participants were seated at a table with a curtain separating them. Further 
instructions about the interaction were given and the participants had to fill out a baseline 
questionnaire (see figure 1 for a timeline of the experiment). Then the three-second first 
impression followed, by pulling up the curtain that separated the participants. After this first 
impression, a questionnaire had to be filled out to rate the experience. Then the first 
interaction took place, which was two minutes of either verbal or nonverbal communication. 
Then another evaluating questionnaire had to be filled out before moving on to the second 
interaction, which was again verbal or nonverbal, counterbalanced to the first interaction. 
After the third questionnaire was filled out, the experiment had come to an end and the 
participants were guided to another area where the stickers and glasses were removed. Finally, 
participants were given a debriefing letter and were kindly thanked for their participation.  
Location. The study was performed at Lowlands festival and at the Night of Arts and 
Sciences Leiden in a lab existing of 3 rooms that was built on location.   
Duration. The duration of the study was 40 minutes. 
Informed consent. The informed consent form included permission for using both the 
physiological data and the questionnaires for further research.  
Instructions. Prior to the experiment, the participants received an information sheet 
with instructions. It was explained that the experiment itself would take approximately 20 
minutes. During the experiment, they would interact with their partner twice; once they would 
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be allowed to talk and once they were not. At different times during the experiment they 
would be given questionnaires to ask how they really feel about their partner. It was 
emphasized that the answers would be strictly confidential and therefore they could be 
completely honest. Besides this information, auditory instructions were given during the 
experiment. First, they were asked to fill out the baseline questionnaire. Then, 30 seconds 
before the first impression, participants were asked to look at the dot in front of them on the 
barrier. It was explained that in a moment, the barrier would go up and the participant would 
see their partner for the first time. They were asked to fill out the second questionnaire. Then, 
30 seconds before the first and second interaction, instructions depended on whether the 
condition was verbal or nonverbal. Before the verbal interaction participants were instructed 
that they were allowed to talk during the following two-minute interaction. Before the 
nonverbal interaction it was explained that talking was not allowed.  
Conditions. The only difference in condition was whether the verbal or nonverbal 
interaction was first. 
Debriefing. The debriefing form explained that synchrony between interaction 
partners was measured and that the research was to investigate if this could have an influence 
on attitude and attraction towards the interaction partner. It was also stated that attraction 
toward a stranger was measured over time to see if this would change and if the physiological 
measures could influence this. Furthermore, the participant was thanked for their participation 
and requested to keep the information about the study for themselves. 
Figure 1: Timeline of the experiment 
 
Apparatus & software 
Software. For the questionnaires prior to the experiment Qualtrics was used. 
Furthermore, Tobii Pro Analyzer was used to analyse and code the eye tracking data. To 
analyse the heart rate and skin conductance data, a new program called ‘PhysioData Toolbox’ 
was designed to pre-process the physiological measures. To synchronise the heart rate, skin 
conductance and pupil data between pairs, MATLAB R2012b was used. Then, SPSS 
Statistics 22 was used for the statistical analysis.    
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Hardware. Two laptops for the participants to fill out the questionnaires were 
provided. Furthermore, two Tobii Pro Glasses 2 were used for eye tracking. To measure skin 
conductance and heart rate, Biopac MP150 was used. 
 
Questionnaires 
 Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale
1
. The Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale (LSAS) is a 
proven reliable and valid measurement to assess social phobia (Heimberg et al., 1999). It is 
the most commonly used scale to measure social anxiety. For the experiment, a self-report 
version of the LSAS was used. The LSAS is comprised of two subscales: performance and 
social interaction. The 24 questions ultimately lead to six subscale scores: total fear, fear of 
social interaction, fear of performance, total avoidance, avoidance of social interaction and 
avoidance of performance. The statements had to be answered on a 0 – 3 Likert scale (0 = not 
at all, 3 = totally).  The outcome of the LSAS was calculated by adding the scores on fear of 
social interaction and fear of performance to ‘total fear’ and adding avoidance of social 
interaction and avoidance of performance to ‘total avoidance’. These two scales together 
determine the level of social anxiety. Filling out the LSAS took approximately five minutes. 
Positive and Negative Affect Scale
2
. The Positive and Negative Affect Scale 
(PANAS) is a scale to measure mood and was developed by Watson, Clark and Tellegen 
(1988). The PANAS is a 20-item self-report scale. It is proven to be a reliable and valid 
measurement for mood (Crawford & Henry, 2004).  The PANAS consists of two 10-item 
mood scales, measuring positive affect (PA) and negative affect (NA). Participants are asked 
to rate their experience with a certain emotion on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very slightly or 
not at all, 5 = very much). The two outcome variables of the PANAS are positive affect and 
negative affect. The points of both of these 10-item scales are added up. Filling out the 
PANAS would take approximately five minutes.  
Sexual Desire Inventory
3
. The Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI) was developed by 
Spector, Carey and Steinberg in 1996 (King & Allegeier, 2000). It was proven to be a reliable 
and valid measure for sexual desire. The SDI is comprised of 11 items about various sexual 
behaviours which participants had to rate on a scale from 1 to 5. The total score on the SDI is 
the sum of all 11 items, with higher scores reflecting a higher sexual desire. To fill out the 
sexual desire inventory would approximately take five minutes. 
                                                          
1
 See Appendix A 
2
 See Appendix B 
3
 See Appendix C 
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Ratings during experiment
4
. At four timepoints during the experiment, ratings 
measuring the participants’ feelings about themselves and their partner were filled out. First, a 
baseline rating questionnaire was filled out before the first impression. The participant had to 
indicate how he or she felt at that moment in an affect grid. An affect grid is a single-item 
scale measuring current affect along two dimensions: arousal-sleepiness and pleasure-
displeasure (Russell, Weiss & Mendersohn, 1989).  After the grid, participants had to indicate 
on a 9-point scale how shy, awkward and self-confident they felt. Finally, participants had to 
indicate on a 9-point scale how important they found the following eight characteristics in 
their ideal partner: (i) attractiveness, (ii) funny, (iii) intelligence, (iv) trustworthiness, (v) 
similarity in personality, (vi) connection, (vii) sexual attractiveness and (viii) click.  
Besides the baseline ratings, participants were asked to fill out similar questionnaires 
after the first impression, the first interaction and the second interaction about their partner. 
These questionnaires all started with an affect grid. Then, participants were asked to rate their 
partner on the same eight characteristics as in the baseline questionnaire. Moreover, only after 
the first impression and the final interaction, participants were also asked if they would like to 
date their partner again and how they thought their partner would rate them.  
 Follow-up questionnaire. Two weeks after the experiment took place, a follow-up 
study was done. The Qualtrics link with the questionnaire was sent to all participants via e-
mail. The questionnaire existed of 17 open and closed questions. A total of 16 participants 
responded to the questionnaire. 2 reminder e-mails were sent in order to attempt to increase 
the number of responses.  
 
Analysis 
Variables. The first hypothesis: ‘users of dating apps have higher expectations of their 
potential partner but make less accurate attractiveness judgements about the first impression’, 
required several variables. The independent variable used was ‘dating app use’ (76.1% yes, 
23.9% no). Eight baseline ratings were used as dependent variables
5
, asking participants how 
they felt about different aspects of their (potential) partner; (i) attractiveness, (ii) funny, (iii) 
intelligence, (iv) trustworthiness, (v) similarity in personality, (vi) connection, (vii) sexual 
attractiveness and (viii) click. Furthermore, to test the accuracy of the participants’ 
judgements of attractiveness after the first impression, this rating was compared to how 
attractive the partner rated him- or herself. A new variable was created by subtracting the 
                                                          
4
 See Appendix D 
5
 See appendix E for means and standard deviations baseline ratings 
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attractiveness rating that the partner had given him- or herself from the attractiveness ratings 
after the first impression. This way, the difference between the perceived attractiveness and 
the ‘actual’ attractiveness of that person was calculated. The outcome value was either 
positive or negative, with values closer to zero indicating higher accuracy, meaning a smaller 
discrepancy between the perceived attractiveness after the first impression and the actual 
attractiveness rated by the partner him- or herself. This variable was named 
‘Difference_Attraction’. This new variable was used as dependent variable of the independent 
predictor ‘dating app use’ (yes/no). 
To test the second hypothesis: ‘the longer a person is single, the lower their 
expectations are, and the more likely they will be to date again’, the eight baseline ratings and 
the variable ‘date again’ (48.4% yes, 51.6% no) were used. Furthermore, months single was 
used as an independent variable (M = 38.16, SD = 65.13).  
For the third hypothesis: ‘the more sexual partners a person has had, the lower their 
expectations are, and the more likely they will be to date again’, the coded number of sexual 
partners was used as an independent variable (sexual partners coded: 1 = 1-3, 2 = 4-6, 3 = 7-9, 
4 = 10-14, 5 = 15-19, 6 = 20+) with a mean of 2.76, and a standard deviation of 1.79. This 
means that the majority of the participants has had 4 to 9 sexual partners. Additionally, the 
baseline attraction rating was used as a dependent variable, along with date again. 
 The analysis of the fourth hypothesis: ‘the more sexual desire a person has, the more 
they are sexually attracted to the potential partner’, used the SDI total score as an independent 
variable (M = 63.88, SD = 14.99). The dependent variables that were used, were the sexual 
attraction ratings of the four different time points: baseline (M = 6.64, SD = 1.09), first 
impression (M = 5.58, SD = 1.59), verbal interaction (M = 5.62, SD = 1.93) and nonverbal 
interaction (M = 5.75, SD = 1.78).  
For the fifth hypothesis: ‘the dyads whose first interaction is nonverbal are more 
sexually attracted to the potential partner than the dyads whose first interaction is verbal’, 
‘first verbal’ was considered as an independent variable. The dependent variables were again 
the sexual attraction ratings of the four different time points: baseline, first impression, verbal 
interaction and nonverbal interaction, and additionally ‘date again’. 
The sixth hypothesis: ‘the higher the sexual attraction after the first impression, the 
more willing the person is to date again’, measured sexual attraction ratings first impression 
as an independent variable, and date again as dependent variable.  
Finally, for hypothesis seven: ‘Heart rate, skin conductance and pupil dilation 
synchronise between couples.’ the three physiological measures (heart rate, skin conductance 
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and pupil dilation) were used. To analyse synchrony, the baseline-corrected, standardised 
values of the female physiological variables were used as dependent variables while the male 
variables were used as independent predictors. Furthermore, the variables interaction and 
match were added to the model. 
Statistical analysis. To test the first hypothesis, ‘users of dating apps have higher 
expectations of their potential partner but make less accurate judgements about the first 
impression’, a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) will be conducted.  
To test the second hypothesis: ‘the longer a person is single, the lower their 
expectations are, and the more likely they will be to date again’, a logistic regression analysis 
will be conducted.  
Hypothesis three ‘the more sexual partners a person has had, the lower their 
expectations are, and the more likely they will be to date again’ will be analysed using a 
multiple regression analysis.  
To analyse hypothesis four, five and six, generalized linear mixed models will be 
created. Also hypothesis seven will be analysed using a generalized linear mixed model. 
 
Results 
For the analyses, all 96 participants were taken into account. To measure physiological 
synchrony, data from 37 couples could be used. 
 
Pre-processing 
 Before analysing the hypotheses, assumptions for each analysis were tested.  
The first hypothesis was tested with two separate analyses. First, the effect of dating app use 
on the baseline ratings was tested with a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA). In order 
to execute a MANOVA, the assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance should not 
be violated. With a Box’s M of p > .01 the assumption for homogeneity was met. To test the 
second part of hypothesis one, a logistic regression analysis must be conducted. The 
assumption underlying this statistical test is multicollinearity. With a VIF < 10 and a tolerance 
> .01 this assumption is met. The second part of hypothesis one was measured with a 
nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test. The assumptions were met. 
To measure the second hypothesis, a logistic regression analysis was performed. First, 
the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity were examined by producing a scatterplot. 
To address the assumption of normality, a p-p plot was made. Finally, the assumption for 
multicollinearity was met with a VIF of < 10 and a tolerance > .01.  
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 The third hypothesis was also tested with a multiple regression analysis. The 
assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity were again examined by producing a 
scatterplot. A p-p plot was made, to address the assumption of normality. The assumption for 
multicollinearity was met with a VIF of < 10 and a tolerance > .01.  
To test the fourth hypothesis, a generalized linear mixed model was conducted. For 
this analysis, assumptions of linearity, normality, homoscedasticity and independence of 
observations are met.  
Similar to hypothesis four, the fifth hypothesis was also analysed with a generalized 
linear mixed model. The assumptions of linearity, normality, homoscedasticity and 
independence of observations were addressed and all met. 
Also for the sixth hypothesis a generalized linear mixed model was conducted. The 
data met all the assumptions. 
In order to analyse hypothesis seven, several pre-processing steps were taken. First, 
the physiological data was pre-processed in a PhysioData Toolbox. Due to technical issues, 
data of 11 dyads had to be excluded. For all three measures, 100 ms slices were applied to the 
data. Artefacts were then identified and removed. Then, the data was exported and reshaped in 
MATLAB. Based on recent physiological studies, the 100 ms slices were transformed into 5-
second time windows (McAssey et al., 2012, Ferrer & Helm, 2013). The length of these 
windows is arbitrary, but five seconds have proven to be long enough to fully capture a signal 
and at the same time small enough to efficiently and reliably analyse the data. The data was 
then corrected for baselines to control for within-person differences. Finally, the baseline-
corrected variables were z-scored to standardise the data. The statistical analysis that was 
applied to the physiological data was a generalized linear mixed model. All assumptions were 
met. 
 
Results 
For the first hypothesis, a MANOVA was used to examine if dating app use has a 
positive effect on expectations. To explore this effect, first a correlation table was produced 
which shows the correlations between dating app use and the eight baseline ratings (Table 1). 
This table showed significant correlations of dating app use with five out of eight baseline 
ratings: attraction (r = .430), trust (r = .339), connection (r = .285), sexual attraction (r = .295) 
and click (r = .226). As expected, dating app users had significantly higher expectations in the 
baseline condition (F (8, 77) = 3.36, p < .01, Wilk’s Λ = .74, partial η2 = .26).  
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The second analysis measured whether dating app use (yes or no) could predict how 
accurate attractiveness was judged after the first impression. A nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis 
H test was performed, which showed no statistically significant difference between dating app 
users and non-users of dating apps on their accuracy of judging attractiveness: χ2(1) = .604, p 
= .437. 
 
For the second hypothesis, a logistic regression analysis was conducted. The results 
show that time single is not a significant predictor of willingness to date again (F (1, 81) = 
.011, p > .05, R
2
 = .000). Furthermore, the baseline ratings do not significantly mediate this 
effect. 
Table 1: correlations of dating app use and baseline ratings. 
 
For hypothesis three, again a multiple regression analysis was performed. The results 
show that the number of sexual partners is not a significant predictor for the willingness to 
date again (F (1, 86) = .429, p > .05, R
2
 = .005). The baseline ratings do not significantly 
mediate this effect.  
 
The fourth hypothesis was analysed with a generalized linear mixed model. Dyad and 
participant were the two levels that were defined. Sexual attraction was defined as the target 
variable. SDI average and gender were two fixed factors in the model, as was the interaction 
 Dating 
app 
Baseline 
attraction 
Baseline 
funny 
Baseline 
intelligence 
Baseline 
trust 
Baseline 
similarity 
personality 
Baseline 
connection 
Baseline 
sexual 
attraction 
Baseline 
click 
Dating app 1         
Baseline 
attraction 
,430
**
 1        
Baseline 
funny 
,143 ,373
**
 1       
Baseline 
intelligence 
,109 ,252
*
 ,262
*
 1      
Baseline 
trust 
,339
**
 ,198 ,246
*
 ,115 1     
Baseline 
similarity 
personality 
-,024 ,042 ,203
*
 -,028 -,015 1    
Baseline 
connection 
,285
**
 ,431
**
 ,482
**
 ,121 ,419
**
 ,183 1   
Baseline 
sexual 
attraction 
,295
**
 ,548
**
 ,471
**
 ,407
**
 ,218
*
 ,131 ,450
**
 1  
Baseline 
click 
,226
*
 ,347
**
 ,343
**
 ,143 ,371
**
 ,109 ,420
**
 ,414
**
 1 
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between those variables. Post-hoc tests for gender were run with a pairwise contrast type. The 
model shows a significant effect of SDI (F (1, 369) = 6,27 p < .05). Gender was however not 
significant (F (1, 369) = 0,08, p > .05), and neither was the interaction effect (F (1, 369) = 
0,09, p > .05).  Interestingly, when attraction was used as a dependent variable, no effect of 
SDI (F (1, 370) = 0,40, p > .05), gender (F (1, 370) = 1,25, p > .05) or the interaction (F (1, 
370) = 0,42, p > .05) was found.  
 
To examine hypothesis five, a generalized linear mixed model was created. The two 
levels that were used in this model were dyad and participant. For this hypothesis, sexual 
attraction was defined as the target variable. The fixed effects that were considered were 
gender, type of interaction (baseline, first impression, verbal and nonverbal interaction) and 
the interaction between those two. Post-hoc tests were run with a pairwise contrast type. The 
results show significant results of gender (F (1, 373) = 33,99, p < .01), interaction type (F (3, 
373) = 128,63, p < .01) and the interaction effect between gender and interaction type (F (3, 
373) = 4,74, p <.05). However, when looking deeper into these effects, the significant effect 
for interaction type only exists during the baseline. During the first impression, first 
interaction and second interaction, no significant relation was found between the interaction 
types and sexual attraction. When excluding the baseline from the model, this finding is 
confirmed: interaction type is no longer significant (F (2,280) = 1,58, p = .208). This effect is 
visualised in graph 1 and table 2. During all interactions, males reported significantly higher 
sexual attraction ratings compared to females, but except for the baseline, no significant 
differences could be found between the interaction types. 
The same effect was seen when the model was run with general attraction as target 
variable: there was a significant difference between males and females but the interaction type 
was only significant for baseline. 
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Graph 1: Means and standard deviations for sexual attraction per interaction type by gender 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2: Means and standard deviations for sexual attraction per interaction type by gender. 
 
To examine hypothesis six, first a chi square test of independence was performed. The 
relation between sexual attraction ratings after the first impression and if the person would be 
willing to date again at the end of the experiment was significant, X
2
(6) = 21,08, p < .05. To 
test the strength of this association, Phi and Cramer’s V tests were performed. The value of 
.476 (p < .05) shows that this is a moderate association. To further investigate this effect, a 
generalized linear mixed model was created. The two levels that were used in this model were 
dyad and participant. The target variable was set on the final rating’s ‘date again’. Fixed 
effects were added for gender, the rating on date again after the first impression and the 
interaction between them. The analysis shows significant effects of all predictors. The rating 
on date again after the first impression is significantly related to the final rating on date again: 
F (1, 368) = 58,65, p < .001. The same significant effect is seen for gender: males were more 
likely to answer ‘yes’ on the final date again rating than females: F (1, 368) = 12,18, p < .001. 
The interaction effect between gender and the first impression rating was also found to be 
significant: F (1, 368) = 8,39, p < .05. The results are visualised below in graph 2 and table 3. 
0,0
2,0
4,0
6,0
8,0
10,0
Baseline First Impression Verbal Interaction Nonverbal
Interaction
Mean sexual attraction by gender 
 Baseline First 
Impression 
Verbal 
Interaction 
Nonverbal 
Interaction 
 M  sd M sd M sd M sd 
Female 7,6 1,4 3,1 1,7 3,2 2,0 3,5 2,1 
Male 7,5 1,0 4,4 1,6 4,4 2,1 4,8 2,0 
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Graph 2: number of participants willing to date again or not after the first impression and the 
final rating. 
 
 First impression: Date again? Final rating: Date again? 
 Yes No Yes No 
 N N N N 
Female 16 31 19 28 
Male 25 23 26 20 
Table 3: number of participants answering yes or no 
 
Hypothesis seven ‘Heart rate, skin conductance and pupil dilation synchronise 
between couples.’ was analysed with several generalized linear mixed models. First, 
physiological synchrony for all dyads throughout the whole experiment was assessed. 
Therefore, three multilevel models were created, one for each measure. The physiological 
variables that were used in these analyses, were all baseline-corrected and standardised. In the 
first model, female heart rate (HR) was used as a target variable. Male heart rate and 
interaction were added to the model as fixed effects. Results show that that males and females 
heart rate significantly synchronised throughout every interaction moment in the experiment 
(see table 4 for an overview of all results). A similar model was created for skin conductance 
(EDA). This model also reported significant synchronisation of males and females. The model 
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that was created for pupil dilation (PD) however, did not significantly show synchronisation 
between males and females. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4: overall results of the generalized linear mixed models per physiological measure. 
 
To further investigate these effects, the fixed coefficients were analysed (see table 5). 
Since the coefficient of the last category in our data was set to zero because of redundancy, 
the intercept was removed from the model. The results show that for heart rate, only the 
second interaction showed no synchrony within the couples. For skin conductance, the 
couples showed no synchrony during the first and second interaction. The table shows that for 
pupil dilation, the couples generally synchronised during all interaction moments except the 
first impression. To visualise this, a graph was created for each measure (graphs 5, 6 and 7). 
 
HR 
 
F df1 df2 p 
Corrected model 26.221 11  2.28 .000** 
Male HR 11.10 1 2.28 .001** 
Interaction 14.48 5 2.28 .000** 
Male HR * 
Interaction 
 
12.32 5 2.28 .000** 
EDA F df1 df2 p 
Corrected model 13.78 11 2.45 .000** 
Male EDA 6.92 1 2.45 .009* 
Interaction 18.22 5 2.45 .000** 
Male EDA * 
Interaction 
 
9.71 5 2.45 .000** 
PD F df1 df2 p 
Corrected model 14.25 11 2.57 .000** 
Male PD 3.42 
 
1 2.57 .065 
Interaction 20.73 5 2.57 .000** 
Male PD * 
Interaction 
 
0.87 5 2.57 .501 
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Female HR 
 
Coefficient SE t p 
Male HR .433 .036 12.197 .000** 
Baseline First Impression .187 .076 2464 .014** 
First Impression & Post First 
Impression 
 
.317 .068 4.637 .000** 
Baseline First Interaction .186 .077 2.433 .015** 
First Interaction -.195 .035 -5.565 .000** 
Baseline Second Interaction .188 .073 2.573 .000** 
Second Interaction -.046 .036 -1.276 .202 
Female EDA Coefficient SE t p 
Male EDA .119 .020 6.076 .000** 
Baseline First Impression -.372 .056 -6.666 .000** 
First Impression & Post First 
Impression 
 
.187 .053 3.565 .000** 
Baseline First Interaction -.349 .056 -6.227 .000** 
First Interaction .014 .029 .471 .638 
Baseline Second Interaction -.320 .057 -5.596 .000** 
Second Interaction .010 .029 .332 .740 
Female PD Coefficient SE t p 
Male PD .449 .086 5.237 .000** 
Baseline First Impression -3.22 .065 -4.924 .000** 
First Impression & Post First 
Impression 
 
-.90 .065 -1.396 .163 
Baseline First Interaction -.303 .066 -4.591 000** 
First Interaction .093 .034 2.720 .007** 
Baseline Second Interaction -.188 .066 -2.837 .005** 
Second Interaction .214 .034 6.249 .000** 
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Table 5: results of the generalized linear mixed models for each interaction moment per 
physiological measure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Graph 5: Standardised and baseline-corrected heart rate per interaction by gender. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Graph 6: Standardised and baseline-corrected skin conductance per interaction by gender 
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Graph 7: Standardised and baseline-corrected pupil dilation per interaction by gender 
Discussion 
The aim of this real-life interaction study was to show the important aspects of face-to-
face dating. With the increase of people on dating sites and apps, finding a date has become 
easier than ever; all you have to do is swipe right. ‘Location-based real-time dating’ apps 
(LBRTD) such as Tinder, have made comparing and evaluating potential partners even easier. 
But this consumeristic way of ‘relationshopping’ also has its pitfalls. Literature shows that our 
brains and bodies synchronise with the people we love. But could this also be the case for 
people we have just met? 
In a world where technology becomes a bigger part of our lives every day, the need for 
research in naturalistic environments is more relevant than ever. This study shows the 
importance of investigating interpersonal dynamics during real-life interactions using 
technological equipment and encourages this for future research. 
 
Findings 
The results showed that hypothesis one: ‘Users of dating apps have higher 
expectations of their potential partner but make less accurate judgements about the first 
impression’, could be partially confirmed. The first analysis showed that people who use 
dating apps indeed have higher expectations or a higher standard of what their potential 
partner should be like. However, the second analysis showed that dating app use is no 
predictor of the accuracy of attractiveness ratings. In other words: no significant difference 
was found between dating app users and non-users in how good their judgement of 
attractiveness was after the first impression. The study by Taubert, van der Burg and Alais 
(2016) showed the opposite effect; dating app users made less reliable judgements about 
attractiveness than non-dating app users. A possible explanation for this, is that the design 
Taubert, van der Burg and Alais used in their study, compared multiple pictures of people 
which had to be rated on attractiveness. In our study, participants saw only one person 
multiple times. And besides, maybe the way accuracy was addressed in this study is a point 
for improvement. Now, accuracy consisted of the attractiveness ratings after the first 
impression subtracted by the attractiveness rating that the partner had given him- or herself. 
This means that the value that was left, measured the difference between the perceived 
attractiveness and how attractive the partner finds him- of herself. It might be better to 
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compare the first impression attractiveness rating to a more objective and independent 
attractiveness number than the number the partner would rate him or herself as this is very 
subjective. 
In this study, several possible predictors of attraction were tested. The second 
hypothesis: ‘The longer a person is single, the lower their expectations are, and the more 
likely he or she is to want to date again’, was not confirmed. Also the third hypothesis: ‘The 
more sexual partners a person has had, the lower their expectations are, and the more likely 
they will be to date again.’ was not confirmed by the analysis. A possible explanation for this 
might be that people do not take these personal facts into account when they rate how 
attractive the person in front of them is. Especially during a short time-period like our three-
second first impression, people are more likely to rely on cognitive heuristics, rules of thumb. 
Another possible explanation why both these factors – time single and number of sexual 
partners – do not seem to play a role in deciding whether a person would like to date their 
partner again, could have something to do with their expectations. The results show no 
significant effects of the baseline ratings, during which participants had to describe their ideal 
partner. It is possible that these expectations were not used as a reference to which people 
compared their interaction partner. They simply based their opinion on how they perceived 
the other person during the three times they saw each other. 
The fourth hypothesis: ‘The more sexual desire a person has, the more they are 
attracted to the potential partner’ was partially confirmed by the analysis. Instead of general 
attraction, sexual attraction was predicted by SDI. Also, no gender difference could be found, 
leading to the impression that both men and women had the same motives when they 
participated in the experiment. This could imply that being sexually attracted to another 
person could be determined by individual traits rather than how attractive that person actually 
is. But another explanation for this effect could be that people with a high sexual desire, are 
generally less interested in long-term relationships and therefore more sexually attracted to 
someone. The study by Li et al. (2013) showed that people who are looking for short-term 
relationships value physical attractiveness as more important. Besides, this could also explain 
the absence of an effect of gender; when the motive for dating is not to find a long-term 
relationship, males and females find physical attractiveness more important than for example 
social status. 
Hypothesis five: ‘The dyads whose first interaction is nonverbal, are more attracted to 
the potential partner than the dyads whose first interaction is verbal.’ was analysed with 
generalized linear mixed models. The results show that males reported significantly higher 
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ratings of sexual attraction than females throughout the whole experiment. However, for 
interaction type, only a significant effect of baseline was shown. It was expected that the 
nonverbal interaction would lead to higher ratings of sexual attraction. However, this effect 
was not significant. This finding is not line with the earlier results of Binetti et al. (2016). 
They found that pupillary dilation indicated desire for eye contact and greater interest in the 
other person. Based on our results, we cannot conclude that being instructed to look each 
other in the eye does indeed lead to higher ratings of sexual attraction. However, we could see 
the means of sexual attraction were slightly higher after the nonverbal interaction, which only 
implies that more research needs to be conducted with larger sample sizes.   
The sixth hypothesis: ‘The higher the sexual attraction after the first impression, the 
more willing the person is to date again.’ was also confirmed by our analysis. This implies 
that the participants who rated their interaction partner as more sexually attractive after the 
first impression, were more likely to say they would like to date their partner. The main 
theoretical implication of this result is that it confirms the theory that first impressions matter. 
Furthermore, an effect of gender was discovered. Men were more likely to answer ‘yes’ on 
the question if they would like to date this person again than women. This result might mean 
that, in contrast to the absence of a significant gender difference in hypothesis four, sexual 
attraction is a stronger predictor of dating success for men than for women. This is in line 
with the study by Li et al. (2013).  
Finally, hypothesis seven: ‘Heart rate, skin conductance and pupil dilation synchronise 
between couples.’ was confirmed by the analysis. The results showed that people’s 
physiology synchronised throughout the interaction moments. This was the case for both heart 
rate and skin conductance, but the general analysis showed no significant effect of pupillary 
dilation. However, when looking further into the fixed coefficients of the interaction 
moments, it was found that pupil dilation did synchronise during all interaction moments, 
except the first impression. The results of this study are in line with the research of Ferrer and 
Helm (2012). In their experiment, that had similar design as our study, physiological 
synchrony was found. Different than in our study, these participants were already couples in a 
romantic relationship. Therefore, it should be further investigated if not only people who are 
in love synchronise their physiology, but that it might be a predictor of falling in love in the 
first place.  
 
Theoretical implications 
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This study has several theoretical implications. First and foremost; real-life interaction 
studies are still quite uncommon in psychological research. This makes actual practical 
implications of research sometimes questionable. With the current experiment, we tried to 
capture as many interpersonal dynamics as possible, combining the real-life context with 
physiological measures. Therefore, this study will contribute to the existing body of research 
in naturalistic environments. 
 This study also contributes to the research on physiological synchrony. Often, only 
one or two physiological signals are measured during experiments, for example heart rate and 
respiration. The current study applied three measurements to investigate possible synchrony.  
Another theoretical implication is that the role of (sexual) attraction in predicting 
dating success remains unclear. The main theory is that males find physical attractiveness 
more important, whereas women value social status more. This effect seems to disappear 
when people are looking for a short-term relationship. This study shows mixed results on this 
topic. On the one hand, hypothesis four rejects the theory as no gender difference was shown 
in importance of physical attractiveness, but on the other hand, hypothesis six confirms that 
males who filled out they wanted to date again reported significantly higher ratings of sexual 
attraction. A possible explanation for these mixed results may be that the current 
technological innovations on the dating market, such as LBRTD apps, are shifting the gender 
roles. With rating physical attractiveness being the central feature of dating apps, appearance 
is more and more emphasised, for both men and women. This leads to the conclusion that 
more research is needed to determine the exact role of sexual attraction, gender differences 
and if it predicts dating success.  
 
Practical implications 
The results of this study could have many practical implications. Of course, we cannot 
change the fact that technology becomes a bigger part of our lives every day, but we can 
always try to integrate new scientific insights into technology. The central question to ask 
ourselves is how we can use science to enhance peoples’ dating app experience with the goal 
to improve dating success. Based on this study, we can say that with the use of state-of-the-art 
technology, this might even be possible not too far from now. The fact that nonverbal 
communication leads to higher ratings of sexual attraction, could for example be used to 
improve the user experience of dating app users. Maybe a new type of dating app can be 
developed that measures users’ physiology. It is already possible to measure heart rate on 
iPhones by placing your finger on the camera. Maybe, if technological innovations allow it, 
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skin conductance could also be measured. If front cameras are then used as eye tracking 
technology, this could be used to measure pupil dilation. If two users like each other and are 
both online, they will get a notification if they want to find out if they are also a match 
according to science. Then, they will be able to see each other for one or two minutes without 
sound. Finally, a page will be shown with the percentage of synchrony between them and they 
will be encouraged to plan a face-to-face date. Maybe the rate of dating success will be higher 
if people are not only rating physical appearance on a picture, but actually get the chance to 
look into each other’s eyes in real time. 
 
Limitations 
This study had several limitations. First, of all, more participants are needed to 
enhance the power of the claims that were made.  
 Secondly, quite some data got lost due to technical issues. The stickers measuring 
heart rate and skin conductance would sometimes come off or give disturbed signals. Larger 
samples are needed to account for the data loss resulting from conducting experiments in 
complex environments like music festivals.  
 A third limitation of our study was that we did not find many ‘matches’. This may be 
due to the fact that participants were randomly recruited on location, and not preselected 
based on certain criteria. Maybe if people would have been able to also express some basic 
characteristics they would prefer in a potential partner, we could have matched people better. 
For example, on Tinder, people can specify the age range they are looking for in a partner. In 
our study, we only recruited participants from 18 till 35 years old, but that is still a big age 
difference in a couple. Also, people from all over the country participated in our study. 
Usually, people prefer to find a partner that lives close by. This all might have been factors 
that played a role in participants’ decision to answer yes on our final question: ‘Will you date 
this person again?’.  
Another point for improvement lies in the data analysis of physiological measures. 
Currently, literature mostly addresses heart rate and respiration. These types of physiological 
measures are known as oscillatory systems. This means that the oscillation (or movement) 
happens in a repetitive cycle and is caused by the system itself. As is the case for heart rate 
and respiration. However, skin conductance and pupil dilation cannot be categorised as 
oscillatory systems, as the response is not a repetitive cycle, but caused by an event. 
The current study shows similarities with the study by Kang and Wheatley (2017). In 
their study, they showed that the synchronisation of pupil dilations happened spontaneously 
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and dynamically under conditions of shared attention. This implies that shared attention leads 
to people being ‘in sync’. However, the current study did not show pupillary synchrony. An 
explanation for this might be that the same method was used to analyse all three physiological 
measures. The signals of heart rate and skin conductance are much slower than of pupils; 
pupils react faster to change. This may mean that the five-second time windows that were 
used, are too long and therefore do not capture all the changes that might happen. Therefore, it 
is encouraged to further investigate methods to analyse pupillary synchrony. 
Future research 
This study is one of the first to conduct a real-life dating experiment while 
simultaneously measuring several physiological signals. Future research should focus on 
expanding the existing number of real-life, naturalistic studies.  
 Secondly, more literature is needed on the analysis of physiological measures. Now, 
most existing models are only able to measure one type of physiological signal at the time. 
With technological innovations on the area of physiological measurement, the need for proper 
ways to analyse them is growing. 
 Finally, this study used male-female dyads in a dating environment. This way, we 
were able to address gender differences in for example attraction ratings. But the real world 
does not only exist of male-female couples. Future research should also focus on predicting 
dating success within homosexual couples. For example, a similar design as the current study 
could be used but then only using male-male or female-female dyads. This would also be an 
excellent way to address the mixed results that exist in the current body of literature on 
attraction and predicting dating success. Do men who are looking for a man also base their 
impression on physical attractiveness? And do women also place a high value on social status 
in another woman? These are all important questions that are still to be answered.  
 
Conclusions 
The main aim of this study was to show the importance of face-to-face dating 
compared to online dating. Based on the results, we can conclude that couples’ physiology 
significantly synchronised for heart rate and skin conductance and pupil dilation. This 
confirms the theory that shared attention leads to people being ‘in sync’. The exact effect of 
this physiological synchrony on behaviour is still to be investigated.  
Furthermore, it was found that users of dating apps had higher expectations of their 
potential partner, but that this did not influence the accuracy of judging attractiveness after the 
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first impression. Also, the number of months that a person was single and the number of 
sexual partners did not predict how attractive they found their partner. From the fourth 
hypothesis, it could be concluded that SDI significantly predicts sexual attraction. The fact 
that no gender differences were found, could be due to people having different motives for 
participating in our dating experiment. Finally, it can be concluded that males reported 
significantly higher ratings of sexual attraction than females throughout the whole 
experiment. However, for interaction type, only a significant effect of the baseline ratings was 
shown. This effect implies that sexual attraction is a stronger predictor of dating success for 
men than for women. In contrast to our hypothesis, looking each other in the eyes has no 
significant effect on sexual attraction. More real-life experiments are needed to further 
investigate the effects that were shown in this study. 
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Appendix 
Appendix A:  
 ANGST/VREES VERMIJDING 
 
Helemaal 
niet (1) 
Een 
beetje 
(2) 
Nogal 
(3) 
Heel 
erg (4) 
Nooit 
(1) 
Soms 
(2) 
Vaak 
(3) 
Bijna 
altijd 
(4) 
1. Telefoneren in 
gezelschap. 
                
2. Deelnemen 
aan een activiteit 
in een kleine 
groep. 
                
3. Eten in 
gezelschap. 
                
4. Drinken in 
gezelschap.  
                
5. Met 
belangrijke 
mensen praten. 
                
6. In het 
openbaar 
spreken of iets 
doen. 
                
7. Naar een 
feestje gaan. 
                
8. Werken terwijl 
een ander 
toekijkt of u 
observeert. 
                
9. Schrijven 
terwijl een ander 
toekijkt. 
                
10. Een redelijk 
onbekend 
                
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Liebowitz Social Anxiety Scale (LSAS)  
 
Q1: Geef aan wat het best overeenkomt met hoe je je de afgelopen week voelde. Let erop dat je alle 
vragen beantwoordt. Hoeveel angst of vrees veroorzaken de volgende situaties bij jou? Hoezeer 
tracht je ze te vermijden? 
iemand opbellen.  
11. Met 
oppervlakkige 
kennissen praten.  
                
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12. Ontmoeten 
van vreemden. 
13. Een 
openbaar toilet 
of urinoir 
gebruiken. 
                
14. Een kamer 
met mensen 
binnengaan. 
                
15. In het 
middelpunt van 
de aandacht 
staan.  
                
16. Zonder 
voorbereiding 
iets zeggen in 
een 
vergadering. 
                
17. Een examen 
of test doen. 
                
18. Kritiek 
geven op 
iemand die u 
niet zo goed 
kent.  
                
19. Mensen die 
u niet zo goed 
kent aankijken. 
                
20. In een groep 
mensen van iets 
verslag 
uitbrengen.  
                
21. Een 
afspraakje 
maken met 
iemand of 
iemand 
‘versieren’.  
                
22. Spullen naar 
een winkel 
terugbrengen 
en uw geld 
terugvragen. 
                
23. Een feestje 
geven. 
                
24. Een 
opdringerige 
verkoper aan de 
deur 
afwimpelen.  
                
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Appendix B: 
Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS)  
Deze vragenlijst bestaat uit een aantal woorden die verschillende gevoelens en emoties beschrijven.  
Duid bij elk woord aan in welke mate je je op dit moment zo voelt. Lees elk woord en vink je 
antwoord aan. 
Q1 Wat is je geslacht? 
 vrouw (1) 
 man (2) 
 
Q2 Geïnteresseerd 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q3 Bedroefd 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q3 Opgewekt 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q4 Terneergeslagen 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
What is the key to dating success? Investigating physiological synchrony in a real-life dating experiment 
39 
 
Q5 Sterk 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q6 Schuldig 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q7 Angstig 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q8 Vijandig 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q9 Enthousiast 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q10 Zelfverzekerd 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
What is the key to dating success? Investigating physiological synchrony in a real-life dating experiment 
40 
 
Q11 Vlug geïrriteerd 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q12 Alert 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q13 Beschaamd 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q14 Vol inspiratie 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q15 Gespannen 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q16 Vastberaden 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
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Q17 Aandachtig 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q18 Zenuwachtig 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q19 Energiek 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
 
Q20 Bang 
 Heel weinig of helemaal niet (1) 
 Een beetje (2) 
 Matig (3) 
 Veel (4) 
 Heel veel (5) 
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Appendix C: 
Sexual Desire Inventory (SDI)  
Q1 De volgende reeks van vragen peilt naar jouw niveau van seksueel verlangen. Met verlangen 
bedoelen we dat je interesse hebt in seksuele activiteit of seksuele activiteit wenst. Omcirkel bij elke 
vraag het nummer dat jouw gedachten en gevoelens het best weergeeft. Je antwoorden zijn 
persoonlijk en anoniem. 
Q2 Hoe vaak wilde jij gedurende de voorbije maand seksuele activiteit met een partner (bijvoorbeeld 
elkaars geslachtsdelen aanraken, orale seksuele prikkelingen geven of krijgen, gemeenschap hebben, 
enz.)? 
 Helemaal niet (1) 
 Éénmaal per maand (2) 
 Éénmaal om de twee weken (3) 
 Éénmaal per week (4) 
 Tweemaal per week (5) 
 Drie tot viermaal per week (6) 
 Éénmaal per dag (7) 
 Meer dan eens per dag (8) 
 
Q3 Hoe vaak had je gedurende de voorbije maand seksuele gedachten waarin een partner 
voorkwam? 
 Helemaal niet (1) 
 Één- of tweemaal per maand (2) 
 Éénmaal per week (3) 
 Tweemaal per week (4) 
 Drie- tot viermaal per week (5) 
 Éénmaal per dag (6) 
 Een paar keer per dag (7) 
 Vele keren per dag (8) 
 
Q4 Wanneer je seksuele gedachten hebt, hoe sterk is dan je verlangen naar seksuele activiteit met 
een partner?  
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
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Q6 Wanneer je voor het eerst een aantrekkelijk iemand ziet, hoe sterk is je seksuele verlangen dan?  
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
 
Q7 Wanneer je tijd doorbrengt met een aantrekkelijk iemand (bijvoorbeeld op het werk of op 
school), hoe sterk is je seksuele verlangen dan? 
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
 
Q8 Wanneer je je in een romantische situatie bevindt, (zoals een etentje bij kaarslicht, een wandeling 
langs het strand enz.), hoe sterk is je seksuele verlangen dan? 
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
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Q9 In het algemeen, hoe sterk is je seksuele verlangen naar seksuele activiteit met een partner? 
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
 
Q10 Hoe belangrijk is het voor jou om je seksuele verlangen te stillen door seksuele activiteit met 
een partner? 
 Helemaal niet belangrijk 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Erg belangrijk (9) 
 
Q11 Vergeleken met leeftijdsgenoten van hetzelfde geslacht, waar zou jij je verlangen naar seksuele 
activiteit met een partner situeren op een schaal van ‘veel kleiner verlangen’ tot ‘veel groter 
verlangen’? 
 Veel kleiner verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Veel groter verlangen 8 (9) 
 
What is the key to dating success? Investigating physiological synchrony in a real-life dating experiment 
45 
 
Q13 Hoe vaak wilde je jezelf de voorbije maand seksueel bevredigen (bijvoorbeeld door te 
masturberen, je geslachtsdelen aan te raken, enz.)? 
 Helemaal niet (1) 
 Éénmaal per maand (2) 
 Éénmaal om de twee weken (3) 
 Éénmaal per week (4) 
 Tweemaal per week (5) 
 Drie tot viermaal per week (6) 
 Éénmaal per dag (7) 
 Meer dan eens per dag (8) 
 
Q14 Hoe sterk is je verlangen naar seksuele activiteit met jezelf? 
 Geen verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Sterk verlangen 8 (9) 
 
Q15 Hoe belangrijk is het voor jou om je verlangens om jezelf seksueel te bevredigen, te stillen? 
 Helemaal niet belangrijk 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Erg belangrijk 8 (9) 
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Q16 Vergeleken met leeftijdsgenoten van hetzelfde geslacht, waar zou jij het verlangen om jezelf 
seksueel te gedragen, situeren op een schaal van ‘veel kleiner verlangen’ tot ‘veel groter verlangen’? 
 Veel kleiner verlangen 0 (1) 
 1 (2) 
 2 (3) 
 3 (4) 
 4 (5) 
 5 (6) 
 6 (7) 
 7 (8) 
 Veel groter verlangen 8 (9) 
 
Q17 Hoe lang zou je rustig zonder enige vorm van seksuele activiteit kunnen? 
 Altijd (1) 
 Een jaar of twee (2) 
 Een paar maanden (3) 
 Een maand (4) 
 Een paar weken (5) 
 Een week (6) 
 Een paar dagen (7) 
 Een dag (8) 
 Minder dan een dag (9) 
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Appendix D: 
Rating questionnaires 
 
 
 
Baseline Beoordelingen: 
Dyad number:                        Gender:  female / male     Condition: VerbFirst  Yes / No 
Geef op de volgende schalen alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je gevoelens op dit moment: 
 
 
1. Hoe verlegen voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verlegen 
         Heel erg  
verlegen 
 
2. Hoe ongemakkelijk  voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
ongemakkelijk 
 
 
 
        Heel erg 
ongemakkelijk 
3. Hoe zelfverzekerd voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
zelfverzekerd 
         Heel erg  
zelfverzekerd 
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Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van hoe belangrijk de volgende kenmerken voor jou zijn in een 
partner (in het algemeen): 
 
4. Hoe aantrekkelijk zou je partner moeten zijn? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
aantrekkelijk 
         Heel erg  
aantrekkelijk 
 
5. Hoe grappig zou je partner moeten zijn? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
grappig 
         Heel erg  
grappig 
 
6. Hoe intelligent zou je partner moeten zijn? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
intelligent 
         Heel erg  
intelligent 
 
7. Hoe betrouwbaar (in het algemeen) zou je partner moeten zijn? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
betrouwbaar 
         Heel erg  
betrouwbaar 
 
8. In hoeverre zou je op je partner moeten lijken qua persoonlijkheid? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
hetzelfde 
         Heel erg  
hetzelfde 
 
9. Hoe sterk zou je je met je partner partner verbonden moeten voelen? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verbonden 
         Heel erg  
verbonden 
 
10. Hoe sterk zou de seksuele aantrekkingskracht tussen jou en je partner moeten zijn? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
11. Hoe sterk zou de ‘klik’ tussen jou en je partner moeten zijn?  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
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Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van hoe je jezelf ziet: 
 
12. Hoe aantrekkelijk ben je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
aantrekkelijk 
         Heel erg  
aantrekkelijk 
 
 
13. Hoe grappig ben je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
grappig 
         Heel erg  
grappig 
 
14. Hoe intelligent ben je?  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
intelligent 
         Heel erg  
intelligent 
 
15. Hoe betrouwbaar (in het algemeen) ben je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
betrouwbaar 
         Heel erg  
betrouwbaar 
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Je Eerste Indruk: 
 
Dyad number:                        Gender:  female / male     Condition: VerbFirst  Yes / No 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op dit moment: 
 
1. Hoe leuk vind je je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
2. Hoe leuk denk je dat je partner jou vindt? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op de volgende kenmerken: 
 
3. Hoe aantrekkelijk is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
aantrekkelijk 
         Heel erg  
aantrekkelijk 
 
4. Hoe grappig is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
grappig 
         Heel erg  
grappig 
 
5. Hoe intelligent is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
intelligent 
         Heel erg  
intelligent 
 
6. Hoe betrouwbaar (in het algemeen) is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
betrouwbaar 
         Heel erg  
betrouwbaar 
 
 
 
 
7. In hoeverre lijkt je partner op jou qua persoonlijkheid? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Helemaal niet 
hetzelfde 
         Heel erg  
hetzelfde 
 
 
8. Hoe sterk voel je je met je partner verbonden? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verbonden 
         Heel erg  
verbonden 
 
9. Hoe sterk is de seksuele aantrekkingskracht tussen jou en je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
10. Hoe sterk is de ‘klik’ tussen jou en je partner??  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
Geef op de volgende schalen alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je gevoelens op dit moment: 
 
 
11. Hoe verlegen voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verlegen 
         Heel erg  
verlegen 
 
12. Hoe ongemakkelijk voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
ongemakkelijk 
         Heel erg  
ongemakkelijk 
 
 
13. Hoe zelfverzekerd voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Helemaal niet 
zelfverzekerd 
         Heel erg  
zelfverzekerd 
 
Omcirkel alsjeblieft één van de twee opties: 
 
14. Zou je, op basis van deze eerste indruk, nog een keer willen daten met deze persoon? 
 
JA 
NEE 
 
15. Denk je dat je partner nog een keer met jou zou willen daten, op basis van deze eerste 
indruk? 
 
JA 
NEE 
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Non-Verbale Interactie Beoordelingen: 
 
Dyad number:                        Gender:  female / male     Condition: VerbFirst  Yes / No 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op dit moment: 
1. Hoe leuk vind je je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
2. Hoe leuk denk je dat je partner jou vindt? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op de volgende kenmerken: 
 
3. Hoe aantrekkelijk is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
aantrekkelijk 
         Heel erg  
aantrekkelijk 
 
4. Hoe grappig is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
grappig 
         Heel erg  
grappig 
 
5. Hoe intelligent is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
intelligent 
         Heel erg  
intelligent 
 
 
 
6. Hoe betrouwbaar (in het algemeen) is je partner? 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
betrouwbaar 
         Heel erg  
betrouwbaar 
 
7. In hoeverre lijkt je partner op jou qua persoonlijkheid? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
hetzelfde 
         Heel erg  
hetzelfde 
 
8. Hoe sterk voel je je met je partner verbonden? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verbonden 
         Heel erg  
verbonden 
 
9. Hoe sterk is de seksuele aantrekkingskracht tussen jou en je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
10. Hoe sterk is de ‘klik’ tussen jou en je partner??  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
11. Benoem wat je precies aantrekkelijk en onaantrekkelijk vond aan je partner tijdens jullie non-
verbale interactie. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Geef op de volgende schalen alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je gevoelens op dit moment: 
 
12. Hoe verlegen voel je je? 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verlegen 
         Heel erg  
verlegen 
 
13. Hoe ongemakkelijk voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
ongemakkelijk 
         Heel erg  
ongemakkelijk 
 
14. Hoe zelfverzekerd voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
zelfverzekerd 
         Heel erg  
zelfverzekerd 
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Verbale Interactie Beoordelingen: 
Dyad number:                        Gender:  female / male     Condition: VerbFirst  Yes / No 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op dit moment: 
1. Hoe leuk vind je je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
2. Hoe leuk denk je dat je partner jou vindt? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg  
leuk 
 
Geef alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je partner op de volgende kenmerken: 
3. Hoe aantrekkelijk is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
aantrekkelijk 
         Heel erg  
aantrekkelijk 
 
4. Hoe grappig is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
grappig 
         Heel erg  
grappig 
 
5. Hoe intelligent is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
intelligent 
         Heel erg  
intelligent 
 
6. Hoe betrouwbaar (in het algemeen) is je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
betrouwbaar 
         Heel erg  
betrouwbaar 
 
7. In hoeverre lijkt je partner op jou qua persoonlijkheid? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
hetzelfde 
         Heel erg  
hetzelfde 
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8. Hoe sterk voel je je met je partner verbonden? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verbonden 
         Heel erg  
verbonden 
 
9. Hoe sterk is de seksuele aantrekkingskracht tussen jou en je partner? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
10. Hoe sterk is de ‘klik’ tussen jou en je partner??  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
sterk 
         Heel erg  
sterk 
 
11. Benoem wat je precies aantrekkelijk en onaantrekkelijk vond aan je partner tijdens jullie verbale 
interactie. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Geef op de volgende schalen alsjeblieft een beoordeling van je gevoelens op dit moment: 
12. Hoe verlegen voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
verlegen 
         Heel erg  
verlegen 
 
13. Hoe ongemakkelijk voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
ongemakkelijk 
         Heel erg  
ongemakkelijk 
 
14. Hoe zelfverzekerd voel je je? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
zelfverzekerd 
         Heel erg  
zelfverzekerd 
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Laatste beoordelingen: 
Dyad number:                        Gender:  female / male     Condition: VerbFirst  Yes / No 
Omcirkel alsjeblieft één van de opties: 
 
1. Zou je nog een keer willen daten met je partner? 
 
JA 
NEE 
 
2. Denk je dat je partner nog een keer met jou zou willen daten? 
 
JA 
NEE 
 
3. Als je je e-mailadres aan je partner zou willen geven, omcirkel dan de optie ‘JA’ en noteer je e-
mailadres. Zo niet, omcirkel dan de optie ‘NEE’. Jullie ontvangen alleen elkaars e-mailadressen als 
jullie beiden hebben aangegeven contactinformatie uit te willen wisselen. In dat geval sturen we je per 
email NA het festival de contactgegevens van je partner.  
JA, mijn e-mail adres is: ……………………………… 
NEE 
 
4. Kende je je partner al voordat je de dating cabine binnenkwam?  
JA 
EEN BEETJE 
NEE 
Als je ‘JA’ of ‘EEN BEETJE’ hebt geantwoord, geef dan alsjeblieft aan hoe goed je deze person 
kent:  
 
5. Vond je dit experiment leuk? 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Helemaal niet 
leuk 
         Heel erg         
leuk 
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Appendix E: 
Means and standard deviations baseline ratings 
 
Rating Mean Standard Deviation 
Base_Attraction 6,64 1,09 
Base_Funny 6,86 ,96 
Base_Intelligence 7,12 1,20 
Base_Trust 7,90 1,02 
Base_SimilarityPersonality 5,40 1,37 
Base_Connection 7,51 1,02 
Base_SexualAttraction 7,54 1,22 
Base_Click 7,79 1,07 
 
 
 
 
 
